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"--- you will, I hope, comprehend and accept as we-

do the need for thoroughgoing reform in education that

'President Nixon has called for, 'indeed that this Nation is

calling for. Including of course, examination and reform

of the fupdamental conceptions underlying the published.

materials used in the schools,

1"What this says to me is that we must.be prepared to

question the sefulness of ali educational materials pre-

sently used in the schools, not going at the review in a

destructive, negative fashion too often, the style

these days --- but by not being satisfied that we have found

the ultimate in teaching materials.

"Much of what is published and used in our schools is,

of course, excellent and of, undisputed value to the

educational p ceas. But I'm just as certain that many more

materials are of dubious value, and ,.at the very least, lack a

reasonable basis in researehto showh#t they are doing the--

job that needs to be clone.?"We simply have to do better, all

of us."*

*
S. P. Marland, Jr., Assistant Secretary for Education,

Department of Health, Educnion,-and Welfare. Taken from
"Edtwators, Publishers, and Federal- Policy," a paper 'presgnted
before the annual meeting of the Association of Anlerican

Publishers, Castle Harbour Inn Motel, Bermuda, Monday, May 1,
1972.



PREFACE0,

4
,

In the United States there are 3'milliow ad-tilts who,.for.avariet4,

of reasons,
.

cannot read.. Another 20 million adults who can read per-

.form at a level so low that they may fustifiably,be described as

functionally, illiterate.

' For many years educators have sought solutions to the problems

of adult illiteracy. Of particular concern has been the identification

and use of teaching methods and instructional procedures which will

most effectively teach illiterate adults to read.

Current interest in programmed instruction as a method for

.teaching reading is.traceable directly to the literary works of

Professor B. F. Skinner in the mid and late fifties. An article in

TIME magazine has hailed programmed instruction as "---the first real

innovation in teaching since the invention of movable type in the

15th century." ThroUghout the country, many educators believed that

DJ^.\ Skinner had split the pedagogical atom and had found emblaioned

upon its nucleus the words "PrograMMed learning." We had at last

discovered a research-based instructional method which, given time,

would do everything from eliminating the tic,in small children to

teaching illiterate adults to read.'

The distinguished psychologist, Dr. Lee J. Cronbach, began in
d4-

1962 urging educators to demand test data to demonstrate the effective-
.

nes of the programmed instructional materials they were using.

There is little reason to believe that educators have taken seriously

7.

the advice of Dr. Cronbach and lots of evidence tb indicate they

haven't.

3
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With a grant ,from the Adult Education Branah oT the U. S.-Office

lof,Education, the Adult Learning Center set out in the summer of 1971

to conduct a one year research-based field test of programmed.iinstruc-'

tional
...

materials specifically designed to teach disadvantaged,aduits

read`. The present report presents the findings of this*field test. '

urged to remember that a properly constructed -experimental tryout or

programmed instructional approach to teaching reading. 'The reader is

in the present report which in-any way validates or invalidates the

A word of caution to the reader is appropriate. There is nothing .

.

field test of a program may provide an assessment'of that particular
,-

rogram, but does not afford either proof or disproof.of the value of

/

general method of programmed instruction. In her very excellent-

k Learning To Read: The Great Debate, Dr, Jeanne S. Chall wrote:

"D spite 'thousands research studies and scholarly discussions On

reading since the turn of the century, it has been difficult for

researchers itcz state with any degree of confidence that one particular

method or Approach to beginning reading is yeally'better than another."

The 'research discussed in'the present report had as its.single

purpose the empirical testing for effectiveness of four particular-

prograMs designed to teach basic reading skills to marginally literate

adults. All indications are that this purpose has been successfully

achieved.

D. Barry Lumsden, Director,
Adult Learning'Center
November 1972
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PURPOSE
i.

0 "4- . ,
."

:....---.
.-

....,,-- --.....,% . t6
.

.... , -.---4, ....,or -
--

The field-of education'has been deluged with instructional '

.

materials that are empirically untested as; far as their learning

./
effectiven-is concerned. Even in the relatively sophistict-4tea:t

.

of programmed instruction, adequate validating,siata_are for'
1 . , . .-

. ,,-

° the large majority of programs: For example, for on1Yten=of a/amsle
. -..

/ i
of 56 programmed instructional materials for teaching Adult,.Basrit Educe-

,

tion (ABE) students to read do the publishers indicate the availability

of data,as a criterion'of learning effectiveness '(U. S. Civil Service

Commission, 1971). Needless to say, publibhers' claims
1

pften fall

' short of standard validation criteria such asthose specified by the
. _

Joint Committee on4Programmed.Instructton and Teaching Machines (1966),-

0.1 efunfortunate'situation then is-that the consumer of edu.ca=

tional materials typically must select/his products on the -basis of

publishers' claims and of suhSective reviews rather than,on/systematic7/ ""
.. ,

.1\,.7 ...

empirically -based evaluattOnsr As Dr. kenneth Komoski ,9,7) reacently

'

,4 0
=, ,,..

1

put it, 7.The.iargest sihgleldroup of unprotected consUthers
..

in the U. S.
f_,.. , 7. , 1

..., ,
.

consists of:milliohs df studentg: who are now delUgeg witb-more than-
,,. ./ /

206,000 poorly tested, textbooks, films, teaching. acnes7hs
.

f hi m
,
hi d other

..- `, ..

complex learning gatitie.ts" (p, 33): Komoski (1971)_;estimated*that 99 per-
: ' . 'r'

f
. Ti

1 i

1

cent of the nation's ;teaching materials have nev,ec beef! systematically
, ..

. .

evaluated on the esisi Of amount of students:leaning. This lack of'

i., ; t ' r .

If :' iii4 . .

rigorous field tesXing.of instructional materialg is not, hpwever, due
le,'1./ ' e' l

to our inability t4 15frform the -task;, on the contrary, ,we possess a,
, . V< I

a 0 ;
4 .

tvariety of technique's for empirical assessment, e.r.,
/
McGuigan and

I/

Peters (1965) - '

4 ,

I ,

. 4 ,.,( t i

N.
1 '

.1 .
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, . le- 'V" 1 0 / ;t. 1. 1,4.4....ro ;; .. , ;ie. ,,, ... ,.. . s"...... e : f . ; ,,... 1- .1 4 .
. 1.4 abZiarncr:alrd thOugh we.p9sses-s ,t1-th tettieco_logy..z_fcir.:Sfst-Omaistadly . .t . :,

,
- . '^ A4'.

,L, II. -.._--' -V" '-' .
- .

, i ...1. i . ' r ' . ' *1 ; ' "4,7.4.
. 1 0 - .

..--:-. . .1..... - . A

. 4 and 'eriitiyicall3i evaluating. th'eni, we otInta.nue' to: exp_cs e our -students.'.0

-

-4;

le" g".: °44. ---

materials of questionable effactiveness;
.

- -. .

-jus_t a--Zsta-of -,t4me. Eat -,s6,rd'ent and instre/Ctor, :but.the.
. - -

continued fairufeblay: also. result in his deFelopment of
--

i ,,
. nye itt"ktudes tot4ard,ratfifing.,:;Prhaps such. tiegdtive efItets are even

" -

greater,. te,,,thd Additt Basic _Education stildent than for the elementary'

or high school' student, -since the adult may make onLy one attempt to

! .

further educate himself,, after droppink,out of .school. For motivational
. _

purposes, the materials ABE students use should produce as much learning_

^

.--

--in as short a time as possible, 'and s
-

hould also. encourage him to con-,- .

. .--

. ,

.

tinue in the ABE program. Since reading prOffciency is necessary for ~..

the ABE student's furthe Oucation, priority as far as instructional
\....,, t.:

A .8
e -

-

1

materials are concerned would be for those designed for the effective

teaching of reading.

It is difficult to underestimate the seriousness and scope of.the

"i'eading problem-" among.ABE students. Thos` who cannot read, typically

refertiad to

\ lation ceri.gus

less than an eighth grade

. '\\* \
than this since huhd s.reds of thoUsand of disadvantaged students who-- I

hav,e re\Mained, in school, for 8, 10 or dannot read the newspaper;

as "functionally illiterate adults," are

functioV4oductive/y

usually unable to
:

in our soci t According to the 1960.4. S. popuk- .

t '

about 24,000;000 aciults above the age of' 24 years have
i

1

;t.
education., The situation is actual;ly worse' !

' -' .,

12 years
.-/

indicaing"tt-Nt grade's completed is a "Misleading indicator of the extent

.
_of the/ prolf1.61,

.

04.

.._ .... I.

=
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The federal government is contronpi.ng the probiem, of adult
.,_

...
, ..illiteracy with efforts to 't f ter traitii-n.. g--u.u.der -t-he_amended -Ad.fIt,..../ `,', ..

- .. I:/ ',:. . / 1 / fEducation Act .of 1'i66. Still, the---p-roblem..remains sizeabl;eve'n fthoiasii,
,/

/more than 20 mayor pieces of
. s

have been gassed by ..t12.4
I'/r

2,.
1egisia-trorr-in_s_upport of adult /educe tiori

Congress. Frbm- 19.66;1970 ,2 250:90b :

adults Q4ex the age 641.5 participated in ABE programs'( Center -.(
.../ ,,- ,...--_!.. -

. ,. :: '!' ,- ,.
.

,

--:"--"-- for / Edueational Sea tisc-s-, 1971). Hence, iri spite of efforts by the----
fedeiiil gcie-i.--nmsitt-, still needed .$ -re -mare widespread and effeCtive.. - . .. ._.............,. --_-_.pro-jedei so t_irat' more than-. ju,s, -rill2nocri.tsy ,o f ABE students will

----
m

. .

e.or,t o acquire basic literacy .ake a suctes.s.f.u-1 ef. t.4kills...........,-
.

-:-

One of_the- diflicultte-deVe42,kii,n,g more effeci..ive and
... wide-

px.ead -learning proje-cts, fs-the f requ-ent.eiortage through.o

. ..-01 instructional personnel' and equipment. Ilie...-priCtrity in; develloping
_ ,,,t, , ; -' ''' -..,-merhodS 'of 'instruction 'should be for thOs.e thatl-c-an ,be used.sby.".the

.: - --- c---',. , ,- 5 :. S- ,
\..

. V' , ..learner with relatively little .support pers'otirtel,'pdd equipment; -''-. , or ': l'N
. .' li v , '.. 4.

a .e.
Programmecr_i.nsrfur,tional materials seem to sat.isix this requirement,, ' 0.

..
_-, It " .\

In 'addition to the educational advantages freqUently pointed clUt b%,:y44 4C.
I .-:0

t, the country

`4 V

experts in the fields of education and learning:_tb,eory, programMedA,'. ,- `s ', '.:.fi
Struction requires a minimum of teachers' time and: when used in, book , 4,' 4. 4..

. ".. \ "...... , ,_ ..., .*. 1, - ,.form,, has no hardware requifements. One possibility/. theiefore, is to ,,,,, .,. -,
1.

N\,...
-,. , s

",
increasease the extent -to which programmed instructional material/ are ',

-useit. Of approximat-e-ly 536,000)students enrolled in ABE Trog ams
. -

......
. -_

.
.

sponsored by .the Adult Education Act of 1966, 178,821 (33 percent) were
4

enrolledlied in olasses in" phich. programmed instruction was the. primary

educational ,ma.hod empi,oyed (National Cuntetfor Edu loual Statistics, :, * \
7

'
% \ 14 1 ' , .

.
11 t',I

11' f s. ,,, ,..C.
` '4 : \ y \ i %.,,,i

,- \ i; -, 4 ' i'\ t '' \i.o.' , 1 . t ...... 1
1. -VI .6. .l . '' k ,s..,":', '. i N i '. 7 ,

','. % S A: 4 A.L. . . .'6 \ . '' ,'',:.. A it 0
.16 , ., .._ .......
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In short, the purpose of this research was to empirically assess

the effectiveness of available programmed instructional Materials for

6

-
ithproving-ttrgAin.g proficiency Of-functionally illiterate adults..

In attempting_toaccompdish th-rg reqognized that a
_.

.. ,
-

program's effectiveness-varies with-Val i:6as oharActeristics of

stUdents.- Consequently, an attempt was made to .assess the effective-

ness of available programs as- -a...function oftuch student characteristics
- -

P..

as intelligence, degree of motivation to s.tudy ethnic group, and

whether or-not English was the student

a

r.

irit" language.
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REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

In surveying previous efforts to empirically assess the effective-

ness of-programmed instructional materials for the teacIing of reading

to functionally illiterate adults, it became apparent that only a few

systematic'reiearch projects had been conducted; even these resulted in

limited. empirically-based conclusions about program effectiveness: The

main function of summarizing relevant reports here is to emphasize the

dearth of reliable information in this area,

Expert Opinion ("Subjective") Evaluations

While the emphasis will later be on research in which student-

based objective measures haye been attempted, there is some value in

such "subjective" procedureg as those developed by Otto and Ford's (1966),

A Check List to Evaluate Adult Reading Materials, or Adair's (1968)

similar instrument, An Evaluative Instrument for-Programmed Instruction.

t,Such devices can provide profiles of readily observable characteristics

obtained from_an examination of the material and manuals. Check lists,

a
as in the case Of Adair's instrument, can provide numeric weight to the

-

presence or absence-Of-selected attr.ibutes and "allow meaningful
;

numerical underlring compariseerCany two

programs which might otherVise appear7"146:46a1"

Similarly, annotated bibliographies_of programmed

P.I. courses or

(Adair, 'p. 2).

instructional

materials provide some limited infoimlation about program characteristics.

Some examples of these annotated bibliographies of programmed instruc-

tional material are the'Soutfimestern Cooperative Educational Labora-

tory's publication, Adult Basic Education: An Evaluation of

Materials (1971); Catalogue of Basic Education Systems (U. S. Civil
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Service Commission, 1971); The Adult Basic Educatio BiLlig,122112.

(1970); A Selected Annotated Bibliography of 1 stru tional Literacy

0
Materials for Adult Basic Education (1971)

While these "expert opinion" devices are useful in assisting the

instructor to make a decision as to which program, o t of those

e. available, might be appropriate for his students, the do not

provide objective, systematic information regarding program

effectiveness from a learning point of view. Neither dies the result-

ing information have the more general educational value advancing

research procedures for assessing the effectiveness of ma erials,

Objective Assessment of programmed Materials

In 1966, Greenleigh Associates reported on a large scale field

test conducted to determine the effectiveness of four learning systems

to teach economically-dependent adults toldread The students were

1,815 functionally illiterate individuals, defined as those with reading

levels below the fifth grade

and California The initial

Samples were from New York, New Jersey

reading level was determined by adminis-

tering the Gray Oral Reading Paragraphs The students studied two and

one-half hqurs per day for 17 weeks in one of four learning systems,

identified as "Learning to Read and Spell" (America Incentive to Read),
4

"Reading in High Gear" (Science Research Associates), "The Mott Basic

LangUage Skills Program" (Allied Education Council), and "Systems for

Success" (Follet Publishing Company) The researchers attempted to

form control, groups but mere unable to acquire a sufficient number of

adults to comprise such a condition. 'The primary dhta were presented

as mean gain scores (mean posttest scores minus mean pretest scores)

9
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9

in reading achievement, computed on the basis of The Gray Oral Reading

lParagraphs and by The Iowa Test of Basic Skills. cudent attrition

was 46 percent. The gains were tested for significant difference from

0, and analysis `of variance was used to determine whether there were

, significant differences in Student gain scores by reading systems.

The primary conclusion was that "almost all students showed some gain

in reading ability during the field test, however, there was no

significant difference in"Studen

7

gain. scored by reading systems."

More particularly, they failed to find significant gains by The Gray

Oral, Reading Paragraphs, but did find some on the Reading Comprehen-.

:,

...__

Work Study Skills, Arithmetic, and Composite scales of The Iowa
* r ,,--

Test of Basic Skills. While,-the most positive results were statis-

.`;'

tically significant, gains appeared to be small and of doubtful

practical'significance. And; of course, an analysis to

that a giVen gain is or is not statistically significant doesn't tell
,,. N,

,--

one anything about the'size:of that gain score.

Griffith (1967) rathero,igorously.evaluated the Greenleigh report,

one of his criticisms being that students and teachers were not

assigned 'to learning systems at random. Since the Greenleigh research-

ers took as a malor,purpose that of comparing effectiveness of the
N

four systems, Griffith pointed out a most important confound.

Consequently, the meaningful comparison of gain scores among the fOtif,

systems was precluded. Griffith also pointed out that a number of

"findings" were but casual observations or subjective generalizations,

and the indication is that the main value of the Greenleigh report

was to show the large num,terof variables that must be dealt with in

4)
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ABE field testing research. Thus, the Greenleigh report c'learly

established the difficulty of ad,,,quately dealing with methodological

problems in this area.

In a relatively minor evaluation study of a reading system by

Heding, Ames, Artley, Grimsley and Andrews (1967), 18 (53 percent)

of 34 adults who sere illiterate remained for the conclusion of the

experimal after some 90 hours of,literacy instruction.* Only small

and nonsignificant mean gain scores occurred for measures of word

. - meaning, paragraph meaning and word study skills. There was, however,

'

a significant increase on a measure of spelling.

Steuart (1968) conducted a study using 86 Spanish-speaking

s4Wents whO were functionally illiterate in English. They studied

the Mott Basic Language Skills program and the Sullivan Programmed

Reading for Adults. Steuart states that he' was unable to establish a

functionalli illiterate control group within the confines.of the

Mexican-American population. The .data indicated that achievement was

significantly higher on the xeading comprehg.nsion posttest for the

studentsyho studied the Sullivan program than for their Mott treatment

counterparts, but there was no difference in mean gain betVreen the two

groups on measures of word recognition, vocabulary, and spelling. The'

readieg, vocabulary, and spelling measures were scales of the Adult

Basic Learning Examination (1968).

While there are several other indirectly related studies in

this area, the general conclusion seems apparent that

there aie few satisfactory data with regard to assessment ofhe

effectiveness of programmed instructional packages for the teaching of

/

reading /o functionally illiterate adult's:
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METHOD

Students

o

In an attempt to identify functionally illiterate students to be

used in this project, 1,163 candidates throughout the United States

were administered the Reading Comprehension Section Scale of Vie Adult
o'

Bisic Learning Examination (ABLE), Level 2, Form A. Students with raw

scoriifrom,30 through 53 on the ABLE were admitted_into the program

(cf., "Assignment of Students to Programs," p. 20 ). Of the 1,163

candidates tested (see page 13), 531 started and gompleted,the course

.1pf study, as,defined on p. 32ff. The number of these students in each
4

field test site is specified in table 1, along with the dates et_which
e

the project" was started and completed at each site. As can be seen, an

effort was made to sample a number of ethnic groups and all-regions of

the country jnorth, east, west, and south).

Tables ,2 through 6 present estimates of student characteristIcS

for the total sample and for those at each site.* Thus, it,Can be

observed that there were approximatly.303 male and 221 female students

in the total sample (Table 2),I. To preserve anonymity of the test

$
sites, as promised those cooperating with us, site numbers 1h-Tables

4
2-6 do not correspond with the order of those'in Table 1. The

-----
numbers of students in various age categories 'are'presented,in Table 3

where it can be seen that the modal age was 18 years (120 students),

*
We will soon turn to the problem of missing data, traditionally

a most serious problem in Adult Basic Education research. Missing
data on s'one student characteristics in Tables 2'throug1 6 explain why
the totalS,do not always-equal the number of students who actUally,
completed the project (viz. 531).

.

o

. _

r ,'ti
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and that the second most frequent agecategory was 25 years

(approximately 92 students). The data in Table 4 show that the

° largest number of students was black (about 271) and the second most

:frequent category was white (113), the first langudge spoken

o

by approximately 413 students was Englis11,'whereas English was the

it

second language for approximately 93 others (Table The eighth

graderade was-the modal grade compld'ed (176 students), with the second

most frequently.completed grade being the ninth (93 students),

according to the data presented in Table 6,

Selection of Programmed Instructional Reading Materials

The criteria for the selection of the instructional systems were

as follows:

1. Only programmed instructional materials were considered.

This meant that the materials employed self-instructional procedures

so, hat the students could learn the subject matter with little or no

outside help. Furthermore, the materials incorporated a prearranged

system requiring the learner :o respond actively for each unit (frame)

of material, Additionally, the materials provided prompt confilmation

for each response the learner made (cf., Joint Committee

on Programmed Instruction and Teaching Machines, 1966).

2 The programmed materials were in software form, reqUiring no

hardware as supporting equipment (as'mentioned on p. 5).

3. The publisher indicated that the progralived materials were

appropriate for an adult population.

4. The materials Are applicable to thet,grade levels that define

the functionally illiterate adult, viz,, below the eighth grade level

and preferably starting well below that grade level.
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Table 1. Yield Test Sites, Operating Dates, and Numbers of Students

Site Start End'

Adult Learning. Center 10 -26 -71 . 5-28-72
Raleigh, No C

Correctional Center 10-27-71 12- 9-71 ,

for Women, Raleigh,
N. C.

Caledonia Correctional 10-2771 12- 1 -7.1

Center. Jillery, N. C.

npower Development 12- 9-71 3- 8-72
al;nin2 Program,

reenville, N. C.

Adult Basic Education
Center, Lumberton,
N, C. .

Learning Laboratory,' 11- 1-71 4-17-72
Chattanooga, Teen.

Centinela Valley Adult 11- 9 -71 4=28-72 . 150 64
School, Inglewood,
Calif.

La Puente Valley'Adult 11-10-71
School, City'of

Industry, Calif.,

Meridian Junior College 10-10171
Meridian, Mass.

Itawamba Junior College 10- 8-71
Tupelo, Miss.

1F27-72Knoxville Manpower
Training Center,
Knoxville, Tenn.

Beaumont School for
Boys, Beaumont, Va.

State Industrial Farm
for Women, Goochland,
Va.

Onward -With Learning
Center (OWL).

Springfield. Mass,

Menus Prison
. State Farm,,, _Va

2- 7-72 5-18-72

5-12-72

4-28-72

3- 1-72

4

5-19-72

11-0)-71 5-10-72

11-15-71 3- 1-72

2- 1-72 5-12,72

11-29-71 5-15-72

Students Students
Tested Completea'

36 22

40 .20

44 18

32 10

48 13

40 16

160 60 ."

110 51

75 23

16

150 88

83 60

90
4.7

115 23

Total 1163 531

1
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Table 2. Frequency of Gender of Students by Site

Site Number 'Male Feroale Total

-4 18 22

2 . 9 , 41 50

3., 60 .0 .'' 60

, 4 . ,..-40 20 20

5. . 7 if)* 23

6 18

7 37

8 0
A

9 29

6

if 10:

12 27

.13 1

14 , :.I .~)---1-3/ ,

15 .82

Total 303

0

)

iEr
. ,

23. 60

23 23

34 . 63

7
,

13

10

20 47

.
15 16

3 16/
1 83

221 524

w

1,/
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Tabl . Frequency of Primary,tanguage Spoken in Home by Site

Site
Number

.

English, Other\ Total

1. 15
, .

2 46

3 59

4 0
5 2.2

7 32

8

10 3

44.4. 11 10

12 28
1,

13 16'

14 15

.15 76

Total

44.

der

7
\

22 ;4
1!

1 4
0

t 46

59

22

k 18

t

2b r 58

1

. 23

64

a

0

16 '44

0 i'cl16

0 76

.0 15

0

0

20

13

10

413 93 506
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An extensive search based on some 20 bibliographies) letters to

publishers, and advice of consultants indicated that four appropriate

programs were comMercially aveilable. They were:

1. -Building Your Language Power, by Frank C. Laubach, 17-Programmed

by William Ct WO'lf;"Jr., published by Silver Burdett Company (1965).

2. Programmed Reading for Adults, by Cynthia Dee Buchanan,

published by McGraw-Hill Company:(1967).
;

3% B4ilding Reading Power,, by Joseph Loretan and Skelly Umans,

published by Charles E. Meriilf Books,.Tnc. (1964): ,

4. Reading Series, by Maurice W. Sullivad, pablished

Behavioral Research .Laboratories (1969).

After the selection lof the above programs, the publishers were

again contacted with a request for the entire program, for a statement

about the student population for which the program was intended, 'for

any tests available for use with their program, and for any validating

data available for the program. These programs were then used in the

field test according to instructions specified by-the publitHets. No
. ..,,-.,

validating data for adUlt populations were received from -.I,, 0-I the t;
--

publishers. Characteristicsiof
.4

these programs are specified, under

"Results" and appear in Appettdix A.

7
C

Selection of Field Test Sites

Each of the 50 State Directors of Adult EducatiOn was contacted

to determine if his state might be interested in cooperating in this , .

research project. Those who indicated ad interest were contacted agatft

and final sites were Selected according,to the w4llingness and the',

ability of the site peYsonnel to provide a 's.easonable number of
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students. -And effort was also made to selecr sites that hdd.',students

with varied ethnic characteristics and ro obtain some degree sof.

national sampling (north, south,"eaSt, and west). In

because of the typically high attrition among ABE students, two,

prison sites were established near our administrative offices in

North Carolina and three in neighboring Virginia. As a result,
A

.

.\\ . total of 15 sites was established in six state0: five were in North

\
%. Carolina, two in California, one in Massachusetts, two in Tennessee,

\ khr.ee in Virginia, and two in Mississippi (see Table 1).

Assignment of Students to Programs

'flv Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE) limits for eachprograp
..... , .

,% group w established by extending two standard deviations above And

\,: below the 'gradg, levels that were specified by the publisher for each

....

rogram. This ,.extension
,X. ,.extension allowed an enlargement of the student sample. '

Ib..'hould be recognized that there is a lack of comparability of grade

level among ABE materials so that a given grade level does not mean
.., .

-)..,

the samglOing /fat different reading programs or for different
1. ,... ,

stand \ diAeses. 'Furthermore, as is commonly recognized, the

concept o 4Likrae*).evel" 'is indppropriate for adults. The resulting
::.

\ \V
\ .1..

Adult Basic Lenir4;Examinaci9n limits according to which students

\\ \*
.,

were as.signed to-prOgra \are presented in Table 7.

, 4=

A student rost-er was d loped in which the order of the four
.. .

.. os

programs was rotatecV4O that the .first student at a given site would

!,

be assigned to the\fetf program, t'e second to the _second program,
- ..,!.

the third to the thi;Fd 'grogram the ioL{th on the lis*t.to the fourth
.

.N

program, the fifth on tq list ko the first.nrogram, and. so forth.

1J1
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lable 7. Range of Grade Levels and Limits of Adult Basic Learning
Examination Raw Scores on the Reading ,Scale

Grade Range Readability Level
(from Publishers' '(from Civil Service
Catalogs) Commission, 1971)

Raw Scores
on ABLE
Level 2

Programmed Up to 6th 1.5 - 6.0, 35-50
Reading for Grade Level
Adults p_/

Reading Series 0 to 8th

Building Your

Language Power
Not Listed

0.0 - 8.0 10-50

0.0 - 4.1 26-44

eer

Building 4:5 or Higher , 5.0 2. 7.0
Reading' Power

38-53

32

.
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This procedure obviously wo d have rest.lted in the random assignment

4-of st,:dencs to all four conditions, however, it can be seen in

Table 7 that the programs nave differing ranges of grade levels;

consequently, when a student had an Adult Basic Learning Examination

reading score that was too low or too high fur the program assigned to

him, he was reassigned to the program that was necessarily appropriate

for,him. His first program was then assigned to the next available

student on the list. Students who. did not score within any of the

program ranges were excluded from the reading project This restric-

tion on ability to randomly assign, students to the four program

conditions necessarily introduced a confound in the experiment.

Furthermore, it later turned Out that some sites were unable or

unwilling to use all four programs concurrently. Limiting reasons

were practical problems; 'some proctors could not handle four dif-

t

ferent procedures for the different programs; some sites had so few

students that it was impractical to incorporate four different

reading programs: at a number of sites few or no students scored on

the ABLE in the range of the high and/or low programs (Table.7) so

that all four programs could not be assigned at some sites. Such

constraints thus dictated that students with differing initial

reading levels be assigned to the four programs, and .sometimei to

fewer than four programs at a given site, The Programs used at each-

site'are specified under "Results"

Since it was not possible-to randomly assign all students to the

four program conditions at any site, the p:tential for meaningfully

comparing the effectiveness of the four programs became limited, Even

so,, it is more desirable to judge a program by a more absolute criterion.

d 3
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For instance, it doesn't help much to be able to say that one prog

is better than another, ifall four are poor. The goal, therefore, was

to determine the effectiveness of each program when judged in isolation

from the others. To accomplish this, as explained later in this report,

the strategy followed involved the Assessment of each program's effec-
,

tiveness relative to a large sample of programs which had already been 4

evaluated (cf., McGuigan and Peters, 1965).

Use of Programs

All'programs were used as specified in the accompanying publi.sher-

produced manuals or teachers' guides. The class situation, study

schedule, etc., varied considerably among sites, depending on local

demands and procedures. In some the student worked at times of his)

own choosing, while in 4hers, all or only parts of a class worked on

their reading programs for the project. The number of meetings per

week ranked ftom I to 5, with the majority of the students working

two or three times a week,:typicaIly for 'about an hour per meeting.

No student studied materiel designed to teach reading, other cthan the

4assigned program,, though bf course some didstudy other materials such .

as arithmetic, English and vocational subjects.,

Reading Series employs a series of booklets to be read and

coordinated with the books of the program; these were used as

specified in'ihe manual. None of the other programs.had correlated

or suppleffienta materiais.that were specified as integral parts of

the prog

The students who studied Building Your Language P6wer and

Building Reading Power all started in the first book. Foer the other
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two programs the students started in the book appropriate for them as

indicated by the placement.examinations.

Measures Taken

PrOctors were insttkicted in detail with regard to data collection

procedures, including administration of all tests, the safeguarding of

the data, etc. Each site was closely supervised by one member of the

project staff: Step-by-step procedures for the proctors during the

data collection and study phases are specified in Appendix B. The

measures taken were as follows:

1. The Standard Progressive Matrices, a nonverbal me4ure of

intellectual capacity developed by Raven (1960), was administered to

each student as an Untimed "capacity" test at a copvenient time during

the project.

2. .
The, Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE), a power test

developed by Karlsen, Madden and Gardner (1967), was. adlinistered as

a screening device, and also as a pre- and posttest for a measure of

learning. The students were administered, the vocabulary, reading and

spelling scales of Form A. ABLE Level 2 ranges from below grade 3 to

grade 9+. While it obviously would have been desirable to use alter-

nate forms of the Adult Basic LearninglExamination; Boyce's (1970)

work raised considerable question about the comparability not only of
t./

the alternate forms of the Adult Basic Learning Examination but of the
. ,

two different levels. Other appropriate standardized tests werq
y
con=

sidered no better in this respect.

A Content Test is a eurricukUM-embedded instruent that

samples the, specific Material presented in each book.of a given
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program. Content Tests were administered as pretesti and posttest§

immediately'betore and after studying each book. There were 20

Content Tests for Reading Series, six for Programmed Reading for

Aj1.111.1, 15Adr Building Reading Power, and four for Building Your

Language Power. Te§ts furnished by the publisher were used as

Contend sts in the case of programmed Reading for Adults and

Reading Series, but had to be developed by project personnel for the

programs Building Your Language Power and Building Reading Power (see

Appendix C for reliability estimates of the latter two that were staff

developed). The Content Tests used for Reading Series.were "Progress

Tests"; as advised by the publisher, half of each was administered

as a posttest when the student completed half of each book and the

remainder upon completion of the entire book!". Both halves were

administered together for a pretest. The Content Tests for Programmed,

N
Reading for Adults were "in-book" tests which occur. each 24 pages in

the program booklets and evaluate the student's achievement on'the

preceding 24 pages.

For Building' Reading Power4 application exercises furnished by_...
,

.

the publisher were usea'as the basis fopthe Content Tests
'

where they
Y. I

.-
were available. 4' .

4. General Reading Test. TheGeneral Reading Test. as developed

1

.f
.

as an additional pretest-posttest measure of learning, and also,to
sa

study the relative performance for each program ba ed on a sample"of 1,r

*measures of other Programs. This test consisted of 40 items that
\

ere
'

randdmay,selected from the Content. Tests of the four programs.

-Special thanks to Dr. Edwin Smith of Florida State University and
to Dr. William S, ariffith of the University of Chicago for this suggest
tion.
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' I 5. Individual Reading Placement Inventory (IRPI) (Smith and

We don, 1969). The Oral Paragraph Reading section of this test was

adMinistered as a prell and posttest to a small sample of the students.

For this, proctors at four sites were furnished with tape recorders

and tapes, and instructed in the administration:of Form A of this

test (see Appendix D).,

6. Slosson Oral Reading Test (Slosson, 1963). The Slosson Oral.

4

Reading Test (SORT) is also an.,individual reading test. However, in

1

this the student pronounces words at increasing levels of difficulty.

Administration of the Slosson Oral Reading Test was performed with the

same students as for the Individual Reading, Placement Inventory (see

Appendix D).

7. Program Placement Examinations. Reading Series and Programmed

Reading for Adults include placement examinations that indicate where

in the program (i.e., at which book number) the student should begin '

his study: These placement tests were administered a8 pre-'and

/

post-

tests:°

8. Student Motivation Scale. At the conclusion,of pl1 testing,

the'proctors were asked to rate each student's level of motivation while

studying his program. A three-point,scale (high, medium, and low

motivation) was furnished each instruc'to'r for all students.

9. Initial Interview Form. This form was completed by the .'

proet6Ton-the basis of existing student records and on orally fur-
/

nished information gained froM the student prior to his start in the

reading program.
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10. Student Time Log. Under proctor supervision, students

logged their study time and the material covered during each day of

their participation in the program.

11. Student Evaluation Form. Student evaluation formi developed

by McGuigan and Peters (1965) were slightly modi44-4 for the adult

population. The details of this questionnaire are presented in the

"Results" section.

12. Proctor Evaluation Form. On termination of each site the

proctors completed'a standard evaluation form developed by McGuigan

(1971) for each of the programs used at/that bite. (See "Results",

Tables 54-60.)

Method of Measuring Learning

- Amount learned is the priMary criterion of the, effectiveness of

each program (McGuigan.and Peters, 1965). The amount of learning

resulting from the use of each program was assessed by means of the G

statistic, the ratio between the amount learned (gain) to amount that

could have been learned (possible gain) as measured by the tests. The

equation for computing G is

G = (mean posttest score) - (mean pretest score)
(possible: score) - (mean pretest score)

To compute G we determine:

or

1) the possible test score, the actual number of points or items

on the test.

1,

2) the mean pretest score for the group of students (by averag-

ing the number correct for each student on the pretest).

3) the mean posttest score (the mean number of correct items by

the group of students after completion of a given amount of

material)..
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4) the amount dearned (gain score) by subtracting the mean

Vletest score from the mean posttest score, the numerator

of the equatior6Or G. The percentage gain is the gain score

divided by the mean pretest score (multiplied by 100).

5) the amount of possible learning (the denominator of the G

ratio) as measured by a test. This is the possible gain

score, viz., the possible score minus the mean pretest score.

G, thus, is a value that normally ranges between 0 and 1 such

4

that the higher the value, the greater the amount learned. (A nega-

tive G, incidentally, results when the posttest score 's less than

the pietest score, probably due to.chance fluctuations.): Furthermore,

a G of .50'or higher indicates a satisfactory amount of learning
, t

(McGuigan and Peters, i965). A distribution of empirically derived G

scores for programmed and nonprogrammed classes is presented in

Figure 1.

Among the advantages of G over more primitive measures pf amount

learned, such as a raw gain score, is that it takes into account the

student's levd1 of proficiency prior to his study of the learning

system under test. Consider a student who has a very low initial

leyel of proficiency such as that indicated by a pretest score of

25 percent; he has the probability of showing a' much larger gain

percentage than a_student whose pretest score is 90 percent. Hence, by

using a simple gain percentage as an index of amount of the learning

effectiveness of a program, a negative evaluation of the program

could result if students with high pretest scpres were used, even if

the program were effective. With the G statistic, however, a program

may be judged to be effective even with high pretest scores.
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.10 - .19 .30 - .39 .50 - .59 .70 - .79'
.20 - .29 .40 - .49 .60 - .69

41;
G

Fig. 1. Frequency distribution of gain-to-possible-gain ratios (G) for 24 different programs.

A

(
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since the index of effectiveness is amount learned relative to amount

that could be learned. -The specific applications of G to the

various dependent variable measures will be stecified under "Result .

1.
.

4

(

4

3.
*
Note that the higher the prlst score, the higher the value g.

viz-) the empirical correlation (reported by McGuigan and Peters,

1965) is .14. (P iC .01).
/F.

,
=:=13321MCINkr.

41:"
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THE PROBLEM OF MISSING DATA AND ATTRITION

According to. the National Center for Educational Statistics,

(1971), of about 485,00adults who participated in Adult Basic

Education programs during the fiscal year 1969, approximately'172,000

(35 percent) separated during the year for reasons other than having

completed the particular program in which they were participating.

In ar research project, greater demands are placed on the student

and, consequently, the attrition can be expected to be even greatet

than 35 percent. The following are some reasons for attrition:,

sickness, gaining employment, change in family situations, change in

residence, and lack of interest. In addition, testing is _relatively

frustrating for the, functionally illiterate adult, and research

testing demanda ere quite high. Consequently, some students avoid

ns
the testing procedure when possible. Im,the Greenleigh (1966) and

Heding et al. (19V) studies cited earlier, ttie attrition rates were

46 percent and 53 percent. Since attrition is such.a major problem

in ABE studies, in order to maximize the quantity and quality of d4ta

collected, and to reduce.student attrition;the plan for this project

was torte as flexible as possible with regard to the length of time

that the students worked in their programs. Consequently, while every

effort was made to keep he studen&Er,:iCorking,to completeotheir entire
'C1ZF40

ptograms, it"was possible for them to.,ba posttested'(and included in

the data analysis) atdili:time after re- completion of one book. Only

16 students failed to complete the first book in their, programs; the

attrition rate in this project can thus be considered to be inconse-
'.,

quential. Of the.1,163 candidates who were tested, the4-Adult Basic

6
1

/as

6."
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Learning Examination Scores for 616 did,not fa.11 within the limits

specified in Table 7. The remainder (531) were the students for this

project.

The releVance of-attrition is, of caukse, importatito any

question af generalization t?,A population sampled. However, such a

iuestion ts-far too adVanced for the present state of ABE methodology,

add so_ is,,not. especially germane here. Thi6 is to say that, even if

we could adequately define, describe, and enumerate a population of

-.functionally illiterate adults, it would be next to impossible to

obtain a representative sample short,of dictatorial powers. For such

reasons, with but minor exceptions,,techniques for data analysis are

limited to those of descriptive statistics in contrast to those of

inferential statistics.

In this respect, see
:
alsb:Floyd (1972) .

I

V

V,

1

c,

.
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PART II

LEARNING RESULTS FOR PROGRAMMED READING FOR ADULTS
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Learning Data

As previously seated, tne learning criterion is by far-the most

important for assessing the effectiveness of a program.

analyzing the learning results for each program, he-remaining

criteria will be discussed.

ter

Learning Results for Programmed Reading for Adults

Content Tests. Programmed Reading for Adults was used at all

15 sites' specified in Table 1. 'In Table 8 are the learning results

for each book, based on the content tests. It can be seen, for

instante,Ithat27 individuals who studied 'Book 3 had a mean pretest

score of 83 percent with a range of means over sites from 69 percent

to 91 percent. Their mean posttest score was 91 percent (range 85

percent to 100 percent), yielding a mean gain-of 8 percent, and a

percentage, gain of 10 percent.(see pages 27 to 30 for the method

of computing these statistics). The mean G ratio of .46 was signifi-

cantly different from zero, and the range of G values over sites was

.34 to .00. Ti=ke ratios for Books 3 and 4 approach the criterion

of \50, suggesting that the individuals who studied this program may

(within sampling fluctuations) have learned a satisfactory amount from

these particular bOoks.- The amount learned from the other four books

seems by the content test measure, rather low, viz. G values of .30,

.07, .25 and .28.
4
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It may be. noted that the students generally had quite high pretest

gcores--based on 329 scores, sammed at the bottom of,Table 8; the mean

pretest score over all six books was 91. The mean posttest score over

boOks was 93, the gain was 2, the percentage gain shown in parentheses

was 2 percent, and the overall G was .22.

The results in Table 9 present the G and gain percentages as a

function of intelligence level. More particularly, students were

classified according to whether their scores fell in Ralfen's (1960,

p. 11) category II ("defieitely above the average in intellectual

capacity"--above the 75th percentile), category III ("intellectually

average," a score between the 25th and 75th percentiles), or category

IV ("definitely below average in intellectual capacity," i.e., below

the 25th percentile). It nay be noted, for instance, that 10 students

with Standard Progressive Matrices scores which pladed them in the low

intelligence category had a percentage gain of 14 percent and 4 G

value cf .45. Their G'ratps for Books 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 were .18,

.25, .09, .23. and .39, respectively. These G values for individual

books were weighted by the correspondin imu oer of students (n),

summed and divided by the-total number of studentS (N) to provide a

mean weighted G over books. That is, a composite G was computed.

. according to the eqtuatio'n:

1 A
) + G

-2
(n

2
) Gk (n

k
)

Composite. G -=

In this case:

.45(10) +.18(14) -.25(26) +.9,(24) +.23(27) 1.39(310Composite
132 /

1

33.98
.= .26.

132 \
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This composite G for the low intelligence individuals of .26 is

presented in Table 9, as are those for medium and high intelli

gence categories (viz,, .38 and .65). One should cautiously

in

inter -

pret these results, though) since the number falling n the high

intelligence category is relatively small.
11

The results for this samplePsuggest that intelligence (as/-..

measured by the Standard Progressive Matrices) is positively relates

to amount 1parned through the study of Programmed Redding for Adults.

More particularly, while those of low and medium intelligence did not

fpappear to learn a substantial amount1 those classified in the high

intelligence category apparently profited substantially from studying.

the program.

As with intelligence, motivation of the students seemed to be

positively relatzd to the amount learned (Table 10). Even so, while

the highly motivated individuals appear to have learned more

(composite G = .41) thah the individuals with low motivation (composite

,G = .09) even those classified as highin moqyation only approached

the criterion that indicates a satisfactory amotint of learning, viz.,

G = .50. With regard to individual books, it is intser#stingto

,!,-,'note in *Table 10 that three o
\

the six books
I
were sdcoessful for

r *, e,
the highly motivated students, while only two of l2'possible books

were successful for the other students (viz. Books 3 and 5).

In Table 11 can be studied amount learned according to whether or

not English was the first language of the student. The composite G

over books'for those who had English as their 'first language was .30,

w}/ile for the other students the composite G was .18. With the

pos e exception of Book 3, this varia'ble does not differentiate the

53
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students on a learning criterion. Neither do the learning results for

each book presented for the various ethrifc groups in Table 12 indicate

any, substantial difference in ,composite G scores among the various

1

groups.

Placement Test. The placement examination available for

Programmed Reading for Adults was, as speol'fied under "Method ", also

included in the pretest /posttest battery. The function of the place-
r

ment examination, per the publisher, is to start the student at the

level appropriate for him in the program. On,e student, for instance,.

might need to start, at Book 3, whereas a more advanced student would

start higher in the program, perhaps at Book 6.

The learning results are summarized in a matrix in Table 13.

There it should be noted that the book number in which the student

started is on the vertical axis of the matrix, whereas the last book

completed is on the horizontal axis. It can be observed that one

student started in Book 3 but went no farther; this student had a

percentage gain of 25 percent and a Gof 1.0.

Since the placement test is graduated, the values of,G in

Table 13 were computed on the basis of the maximum score specified

A
ifor the last book in the series completed by, each student. This, is

to say that the placement series examination contains a total of

50 items. The first 10 of these items sample the material through
4

Book 3, the next 10 items sample through Book 4 and so on. Hence, G

.4was computed using 10 points as the possible score for the student

who studied through Book 3, and 20 points for those who we.nt thrOugh
4

Book.4." The possible score through each book is indicate within

parentheses at the top of each column of lable'13,e g., the five
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r

',subjects 6416,started in Book 3 and ended in Book 4,wlio had a gain of

13 percent a d the'G value of .57 had that G value based on a maxitum

possible score 20.

The data-in Table 13 in the top row show that, in general,

those students who started in Book 3 all learned a rather substantial

amount astindicated.by their high G values (an exception is,for the

three students who. ended in Book 7 and had .a G = -.12), e.g., those

seven who started in Book 3 and ended in BOok 8 have a relatively high

G value of .50. The composite G for these students who started in

Book 3 is .50.

Similarly, it can be seen that those students who started in

Book 4 and in Book 5 geneially learned a satisfactory amount, as

indicated by their composite G scores of .50 and .55respectively.

In contrast, those students who started in Books 6, 7, and 8 generally

had depressed G scores.

It appears, then, thathose students who ha?li the,9ots,ptxcom23tete

!

exposure to the program learned considerably more per book. Stated

differently, there is apparently a cumulative,effect:such that the

amount of learning for each book is greater:when the series of six

books have been studied than when fewer,
,

More advanced books have

been studied. Note thathis statement,takes into account the

graduated ceiling on the placement tests. It maybe concluded that,

within these limits, Programmed Reading for Adults led to a sufficient

amount of learning, as measured by the Placement Test, providing'the

students start no later than=Boy& 5.
4

General Reading Test. Iii Table 14 are the learning data

obtained from the use of th"General Reading Test. Again, the
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results are arranged in a matrix according to start and completion

booles:of the program. It can be seen chit vqo students started in

4'

Book 3 and completed their study in Book 3 with a mean G value of .15.

Seven other students started in Book 3 and ended in Book 4 with

G = .18 All students who started in Book 3, regardless of which was

their last book of study, had a composite G of .16. A survey of the

entire matrix shows that, with the exception of cne student'who had

a Gof 54, the G values resulting from the General Reading Test

measure are, in general, exceedingly low.

It should be remembered that the General Reading Test was composed

of items randomly selected from the content tests of all four

programs. In Table 15 are presented the mean percentages of correct

items from the content tests for each program as a function of the

program studied by the students. For instance, data here are avail

able on 110 students who studied ProgrammedReading for Adults. The

mean score for these students was 92 percent correct on items from

,-the Programmed Reading for Adults content test, 77 percent from the

content test for Building Your Language Power, 78 percent for.

Reading Series and 43 percent from Building Reading Power. In

essence, then, measured learning for the Programmed Reading

for Adults wastgreatest by the Programmed Reading for Adults items
/

themselves, as would be expecreth A smaller amount of learning'idas

measured the Criteria for Building Your Language Power and Reading;

',Series, while the least amount of learning occurred by the measure for
_

tuiddingRedding Power. It is interesting to note that approximately

the same pattern holds for. the other three programs, i.e.., regardless

of which program was, studied, the l'ighest scores were obt=ained on thd
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Programmed Reading for Adults components of the General Reading Test.

Similarly, the least amount of learning was always measured by the

,-,sample of items for Building Reading Power. Preliminary data cf these

kind should be of value in future studies of transfer among programs

and of the relative difficulty of criterial tests.

Adult Basic Learning Examination. Results for the Reading,

Spelling, and VoC-abulary 'scales of the Adult Basic Learning Examination

were analyzed separately, and the results are presented in Tables 16,

17, and 18 The various G values, based on the maximum possible score

for the tests of 58 for Reading, 50 for Vocabulary, and 40 for Spelling

may all be seen to be extremely lows.. This result is not, particularly

surprising since it is typical to find low learning scores for a pro-

gram when the measure is standardized test such.as the Adult Basic

Learning Examination (cf., McGuigan, 1967). One obvious reason for

this is that items are contained in the test that are not covered in

the program (and vice versa), so that standardized tests are generally

not highly valid as criterial measures of programs. This is particular-
:

ly true when the program does, not purport to include material all the

way up to the ceiling of the test. Hence, the low G scores in Tables

16, 17, and 18 are quite understandable, thiqugh it is apparent that

whatever is taught by the program is,,not measured by the Reading,

Vocabulary, and Spelling scales of the Adult. Basic Learning Examination.

SORt and IRP1. In Table 19 are summarized the result.s for the

two individually administered oral.tet9 (see Appendix D for

administration and analysis procedures). Nineteen students

were adMinistered the SORT, their mean pretest level was the

5.21 grade and their mean posttest level was -5.20 grade. The
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mean gain was -.01 and the percentage gain was 0 percent. The

possible score (the test ceiling) is grade 10, so the resulting G is

0.00.'

Two mean scores were computed for the IRPI. The first was "The

Frustration Level," defined as the number of words in the paragraphs

that could be read until the students could not make out any addi-

tional words. It can be'seen that the students on the average could

read 491.2 words before studying their program and that they could

read an average of 547.10 words on the posttest. The mean gain was

55.9, and the percentage gain was 11 percent. The possible score was

778, the number of words in'the text
)
so that the resulting G was

The number of errors made in reading up to the frustration level

was counted, and a percentage of errors was computed. This error

value was subtracted from 100 percent, so that the percentage of words

correctly read was calculated and entered iin Table 19.

The student s read a mean of 96.85 percent of the 491.2 words

correctly on the pretest, and the percentage of correct words on

the posttest was 96.82 percent. The mean gain was -.03, with a per-

centage gain of 0 percent. The possible score is, obviously, 100 per-

ent, a percentage based on the number of words that were 'read to

r
reach the frustration level. The resulting G was -.01. Clearly, these

measures do not indicate, any noticeable amount of"learning on the part

of the students.

Conclusion for Learning Results

The placement test indicated that a satisfactory amount of learn-

ing resulted from the use of this program.' Similarly, the high

)



0

57

I

intelligence students also learned a substantial amount: In

contrast, an insufficient amount of learning was indicated by the It

other measures.

),

r-
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PART III

LEARNING RESULTS FOR BUILDING READING POWER

4
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Learning Results for Building Reading Power

Content Tests. This program was used at all sites except #10..

The results of the content tests for Building Rea ing Power are sum-
r.

marieed in Table 20 where, by surveying the mean G values for each

book, the general conc1ision can be reached that the individuals who

used this program did not, on the average, learn a sizable amount, i.e.,

these G values are quite low with none of them exceeding the standard

of :50. instance, the 130 students who started in Book 1 had a

mean pretest score for Book 1 of 80, and a mean posttest score of 89;

this yields a G value of :44, the highest for any of the books in the

program. The mean pretest percentage over the 15 books, based.on

1421 scores, was 75 percent. While this is somewhat high prior to

studying the program, examination of some of the values in Table 20

suggests that it was still possible for G to have shown sufficient

learning, e.g., the mean pretest score for Book 4 was 40 percent and

the G value was .11. HOWever, as indicated in the "Range" column, he
,

mean posttest score-at one site was as high as 76 percent, indicating

that students with the low pretest score had the good possibility of

yielding a gigh G value for this book had they but advanced from their

pretest score of 40 percent to the 76 pertent achieved by others. In

a similar manner, the highest pretest score was for Book 13, viz., 94

percent (40 percent was the lowest), the/gain for Book 13 was 2 percent,

and the G was .31. Hence student. with the highest pretest score hart

,a noticeably higher G than those with the lowest preCiOtscore (see
f (4,

footnote on p. 30).

4
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While there were several relatively high G values for books at

/some sites, the'overall evaluation by the content test criterion must

' be essentially negative. This conclusion is strengthened by noting

that' no composite G computed for any site approached .50--there was

.noTarticular site that was consistently high over boOks for this

Program on this learning criterion. An occasionally high G score

pt one of many sites fsprobably,due to chance fluctuations or to the

effects of other variables not being analyzed.

The relationship between intelligence an learning, as measured

by the' content tests, may be studied in Table 21. While there were
.

relattv4y few students in'tHe high intelligence category, they did

yield; Op the average, relatively high G values
.

.:. : (comppstte G---.56), noticeabl?,higher than fo'r the medium and low. ..
.41

.

, intelligence groups. This suggeststhat students who fall into the
....

. .
. .., . i.

relative1Y, high intelligence category cah..learn a satisfactory amount

:' I \
.1. , .,, .

f :,.
from t4.e:Aseof Building Reading Power, .14,those in the medium and

"A\ 'N '' !.: \
3

'4. 'low intel.ligence categories do not.

\
4 .

'
-% I . . ' t ..:,c k . r

tSlo
Combcr.OT.G scores for this program did not appear to systanat-

'

it %.
.

...

,

!\

idally vary with motivation(Table 2X) ;. theft' all are, furthermore,
4,, \ 4

4 t .

'Atite, low,
%\

"
\

r

A 1

.

'sSimilariy;%whether or not Engl,ish was the first language does pat
, . 4.

appe r to be a \rVLeyant variable for Auil4ingdleading Power since the
:

\ . ..

t
.

. 4 . ri ,---

- .

... .. s..,

X \ .. . ' .4 . 4s

compaite G scares- ver books as,.22 fdr.the "EnOish" category, and4 . .'-,

\''

.24 forthose
.

with Eh lishas a second language (Table 23).4,

-..... , .

. .,

0
V

.l A,
Thex is-some vailatiom in the composi,he G scores as a function
.1,'; '-

4\ , .,
. t.s.: .,,,-

,.:c of ethpiq grov, tilough;apy general interprOtatio s would necessarily
% . :21,, :,

, ,, t , ..,_,

tibequite,te .I , .3 . i..-.
usl parti6.41 rly in view of lihe r rely small numbers4,

1 I t\ . ,.
1

% r ..

%

':
1

A
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of students for the Spanish-speaking category and for the "other"

category4Table24).

General Reading Test::\,_ In Table 25'are learning results measured

by the General Reading Test for students who started in Book 1 and

ended in various of the 15 books of the program. The cell of most

interest is the last, for it contains 61 students who started in

Book 1 and completed all 15 books of the program. These students had

a gain percentage of 4 and a G value of .24. Thus the composite G

values in Table 24 and the composite G for all students of .21 (close

to that of .24) indicate that by the General Reading Test criterion

the students did not learn % satisfactory amount from using Building

Reading Power.

4

Adult Basic Learning Examination (Level 2) Results

The Learning results based on this measure are consistent with

those'above derived from the other tests, viz., as can be seen in

Table 26 there are indications here, too, of relatively low amounts of

learning. It can \be noted in Table 26 that the composite G values over

the 15 books for students who started in Book 1 and ended in Book 15

is .20 on the Reading scale, .10 on the Vocabulary scale, and .12 on

the Spelling scale, all relatively low values.

SORT and IRPI

The results on the SORT and the IRPI are summarized for Building

Reading 'Power in Table 27. Clearly the results for the SORT and the

percentage of words read correctly on the IRPI(do not indicate a

sufficientiamount of learning. However, the number of words read to

reach the frustration level on the IRPI was a measurethat did yield

I 4
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a relatively high G score of .47, though this still did not reach the

acceptable level of .50. It is particularly interesting to note the

high pretest level for this high G.

Conclusion for Learning Results

The general conclusion based on these various measures is that

an inadequate amount of learning resulted from the use of Building

1

Reading Power.

/
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Learning Results for Reading Series

.Content Tests. Reading Series was used at all sites except #10,

11, and 14. IdiTable 28 are the learning results over sites

for each of the 20 books of Reading Series. A survey of the G values

indioates that they are typically rather low, the compOsite G over
p

books being .31. The highest G value (.49) resulted for Book 1. A

study of the components o this G of .49 suggests that while a number

of-students did seem to learn a satisfactory amount from Book 1 (at

site #2 one student had a G value of 1.0, at site #3 the mean for 9

',students was .61, at site h9 the mean of 10 students was .53, etc.)

there were considerably More sites with G values below'.50. The

results of the content tests thus indicate that, on the average, the

students did not learn a substantial amount from the use of Reading

Series.
lk

Amount learned as measured by the content tests does not appear

to systematically increase with intelligence (Table 29) or motivation

(Table'30)- This is in contrast to home positive relationships with

regard to these variables previou6ly discussed for other programs.

Nor do any composite G values in Tables 29 and 30 exceed .50'; hence,

the program is not sufficiently effective for either high-intelligence or

high motivation students.

In like manner, it does not appear,that the amount of learning

is substantially different as a function of whether or not English was

the first language (Table 31), or as-a function of ethnic classifica-

tion (Table 32). There is a hint in Table 32 that Reading Series

does not work as well for Spanish speaking individuals as- or the
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81

other ethnic classifications, but one must note the relatively small

number of students in the "Span ish" category, particularly after Book 44-.

Placement Examination Results. Relatively low G values,are

indicated (Table 33) for the placement test for Reading Series. These
I

G values, were computed on the basis of the maximum score for the last

book completed for each student, as specified onpage 44. These maximum

scores are entered within-parentheses for each book in Table, 33. For

example, several-students started in Book 1 and ended in each book

through Bdok 12; their G values vary between 0 And .55. The composite
*

G for all these students who s tarted in Book 1, regardless of where they

stopped,-was ,36!
,

The results were somewhat more positive-for the very fey students

who started in Book 2 and ended in each book from 3 through 9; their

G values varied between .20 and .85, and their compositeqG was .48, a

reasona ly.high value. The composite G scores in the last column of

Table 33 computed for every other book in which students started never

exceeded .56. These results are generally consistent with those from

the content 'es is in that they suggest that while some learning did

.occur, it was,not. by established standards, a relativel;hish amount.-
.

'

The, General Reading-Tel&x,..The results for General Reading Test,

summarized in Table 34, indicate that-the 'G values are, in genera,

relatively low. Twenty 'additional students started in Book 16 and

ended in Book 20; they had i percentage gain of 5 percentanda G of

.30. The conclusion is thus consonant with those based on-the cwatent

and placement tests that,a substantial amount_ of learning ffd note, in

t
general,,result from the use of Reading. Series.

,

''Adult BasiclLearning Examination. The` Values are generally

loW for all three scales (Table.35) of the Adult Basic LeaTtiing

07 .
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Examination, a conclusion in line with the Adult Basic Lear ing

Examination results for the other programs. In particular, no

composite Gvalue based on more than ope student ever approached .50.

.SORT and IRPI. The results,Yor'the sou and IRPI are summarized

in Table 36. The G values are all quite lo indicating an insufficient

amount of learning by these measures.

11

Conclusion for Learning Results

The general conclusion for Reading Series is that, by all

measures, an insufficient amount of learning resulted from the use of

the program.

.en
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111)Learning Results for Building Your Language Power

''''
Building Your Language Power was used in site numbers 1, 3, 4, 5,

. .

6, 7, 8, and 15. In 'Table 37 are presented the results for Building

89

YoUr Language Power as measured b) the content tests, It can be seen, --.

for instance, that 49 people studied Bock 3, that their mean pretest

score was 86 percent, and that the lowest pretest score at any of the

site was'77 percent'while the highest was 92 percent, The mean post-

test sccre ever all sites was 88 percent, with a range of 80 percent

to 92 percent. The mean gain from 86 percent to 88 percent can be

seen to be 2, a percentage gain over mean_pretest_score of 3

percent. The G ratio. was ,19,a value significantly different from 0.

The range of G values was .00 to a high of .50 (.50 was'based on, but

three students at one site).
o

As before, a set of means is resented at the bottom of Table 37.

They do convey useful summary information. Based on 157 scores, these.

are somewhat fictitious since they are not independent measures (i.e.,

most subjects went through all four books). It can be observed that

the mean pretest score over sites and over books was 72 percent; the

mean posttest score was 78 percent, .yielding a mean gain of 6 '(8

cent) Band an overall G valoe of .20. A dtailed
,
study of the low-

gain scores, and part.icularli cf the G Scores of Table,37, indi-

cates that a relatiyely small amount of learning occurred through

using Building Your Language Power, as measured by the content te'sts.

We next turn to the question of whether not this program is more

effective for students with certain characteristics than for students with

,r
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other characteristics., Learning:results as 'a function"bf intelligence

JO _
,

.

are presented in Table 38 where it can be noted that most students in
. , P. . %

this samplefell into the lowest intelligence category. L Tho0 se classified
o

. `as-highest in intelligence showed the greatest amount ofjprning

(G.= :44), though they still did not satisfy the standar&of .50.

In'Table 39 are learning results for ,students claSsified according
.

6'whether-hey had low, medium or high degrees of motivation.

ForBook 31v-13 students had a G score of .3 and a gain faereentage,of

2 percent. fhe composite G for tfie low motivation' students for all

four books was .16. Even though it is apparent that the highest G

score resulted for those classified iS highly motivated (viz., .34)

-4 '

even the highly motivated students.didfiot evidence a .satisfactory

amount of learning.

In Table 40 are learning resuolts as a. function of ethnic

classification. The students were clarified,as White, Black,

o
49
Spanish-peaking (Puerto Rican, Mexican, Spanish-American) and "other"

(Orieneal and American Indian). The composite G values give a hint

that Building Your Language Power was relatively more effective for

thg Spanishspeaking and "other" categories, though none of the

composite G scores are exceptionally high.

In Table 41, is evidence that students who had English as their

primary language appaKently learned.less than did students whb had

another language (almost exclusivAST Spanish) .as theier.first

language. That is, English as-,a second language-gtudents yielded a

composite G Score Of .40 relative to .14. 14'

'Ow

fit .
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Table 40. G Ratios and Percent Gain on Content: Tests for Building"_,
Your Languaee Power as a Function of Ethnic Classification

:.7

Ethnto
.

,,..-

Classification ...
,'.

G

WHI rE n

G

BLACK n

% Gain

G

SPANISH
n

' SPEAKING

% Gain

OTHER

% Gain

Book, Number

-',

Compos ite

._3 4 5 6

,26 ' .20 . .02 .1.7 ..18

9 7 , 7 4

4

.08 .26* .0B , Ail .14

28 29 13 13

1- 13 6 1

.37

8
-,

.50

8

',

, .48*

8

.13

. 7
4

.38

5 -9 22 -5

.50 .63 .3C1c .44
44

4. a. 4 4

1E4 15 25

*
P < .05.



Table 41.

.4

95

G Ratios aril*cent Gain on Content Test's for Building
Your Language rower asa FunCtion of First Language

First
Language a 3

G .12

ENGLISH n 37
. .

% Gain
i

.2'

G : I .41

. OTHER 12

% Gain

.

Book Number Composite
4 5 6

.25*
.(1!)

.04 .14

,./f6 20 17

12 4 3

.55* .42* .21* .40

q 12 12 11

20. 12

-*
p <.05.
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General Reading Test Results. The results for the students who

were pre- and posttested on the General Reading Test are presented in

Table 42 'Ali students repprted cn starred in Bxtk 3 and ended in

Books 3.4, 5, or 6, With the exception of the one student who worked

only Book 3,'the amount learned as measured by this test was quite

small, i.e.. the G values are all low for the individual cells of

1
Table 42, yielding a composite G of .1'9.

Results on the Adult Basic Learning Examination Level 2. The

results on the fteading; Vocabulary and Spelling scales for students

who started in Book 3 and ended in Books '3. 4, 5. or 6 are presented

in Table 43. Quite clearly these C values are all low, indicating

chat little learning cook place, according to this measure.

k^The results for, the SORT and IRPI are summarized in Table 44.

It
sh4r.

ould be ncted that the G :values are all quite low, indicating an

i

insufficient amount of learniQg,by these measures. The general con-

cliision, consonant with all measures ishat. an inadequate amount of

learning results friam the use of this p:glylm.

- Conclusion for Learning Rest,its
.

All measures "aTle consistent in indicating that- by a learning

criterion, Building Your Language,fower is an ineffective program.

1'

e
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?
Table' 42. G' Ratios_ and Percent Gain on General Reading Test for-'

Your, Language Power

Termination Book Number
Book Number

, 5 6
' Composite

G

G .59 .09 .19* .23* .1)9

3, n 1 if:. 5 28

7; Gain ..61 2 7 8

*P
< ,05..

+.0
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IntercorreAfions between Dependent Variable Scores .,

.
' . 4.A Before summarizing and interpreting the findinzs,discussed to this :

. 1
point, it may be helpful to.exaJine the relationships bepween ,the- . :

,7

cleAndent variablemeasures. Pearson ProCiuctiMoment:CorrefttiOns

between eachdependent variable measure for lear ning and each other

taken pair-wise (on the pos0...est) are presented in Table A5. Each

rrela\tion value was based on the number of students who used both.
$

ts,as specified within the parentheses (hence the varying numbers

of student s for the different correlations), F2," example, 81,students

took both the ProgrammeReadi4 for Adults content tests and the

General Read -ing Test; the resulting correlation was ,59,- (p.< .05).

*

.

Of particular note, the content test for Programmed Reading for. (`

"lit "3:"i.,
Adults correlated significantly with all possible tests, viz., the .. ',

-,f 'i----,

. General. ReadingTest.the three s6.iee^T the Adult Basic Learning

Examination, and the placement test for Programmed Reading for Adults

(this correlation value is not in the matrix of Table 4SIbut, with 78

students the correlation was .85, p'< 03). A similar finding occurs

for the Programmed Reading for Adults placement test, with the excep-

tion that the correlation of .21 with the Vocabulary scale'of the

Addlt Basic Learning Examination just misses being significant.

Surprisingly,che Reading Series content tests do not correlate

significantly with the Reading Series placement test; viz., tan:4.-16.
7-- ..,

students the correlation was only 13. The Reading Series content

/
tests do, t ough, correlate significancly and quite highly with the

General Reading Test, and also Ylich the Vocabulary and Reading scales
a

.

of the Adclt Basic Learning Examlna-tfon. The Reading Series placement
4 \

test, however, does not significantly correlate with afty,of the other

(



4

ft
;

"-
 ,,

,,,
,,

T
a
b
l
e
 
4
5
.

-
I
n
t
e
r
c
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
 
M
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
P
o
s
t
t
e
s
t
.
 
(
N
u
m
b
e
r
.
 
o
f

S
i
r
e
s
 
U
s
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
E
a
c
h
 
C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
I
s
 
S
h
o
w
n
 
i
n
 
P
a
r
e
n
t
h
e
s
e
s
)

'

b

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
m
e
d
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

T
o
r
 
A
d
u
l
t
s
 
C
o
n
t
e
n
t
%

4
.

T
e
s
t

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
m
e
d
-
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

f
o
r
 
A
d
u
l
t
s
 
P
l
a
c
e
.
.
.

m
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t

G
e
n
e
r
a
l

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

T
e
s
t

A
B
L
E

_
A
B
L
E

A
B
L
E

V
o
c
a
b
u
l
a
r
y

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

.
S
p
e
l
l
i
n
g

5
9
*
 
(

8
.
1
)

(
 
6
9
)

.
6
2
*
 
(
 
8
3
)

6
1
*
 
(
 
7
0
)

.
2
1

6
5
5
-

.
.
6
1
*

(
7
1
)

.

B
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
 
Y
o
u
r

,
,
,

.
.
.
-
.

.
-
-
4
.
-
a
.

,

/

L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
P
o
w
e
r

C
o
n
t
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t

-
3
7
*

(
 
3
4
)

2
(
 
3
3
)

.
 
4
6
*

3
5

R
e
a
d
i
h
g
 
S
e
r
i
e
s

.
 
C
o
n
t
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t

6
0
*

(
 
8
0
)

,ir
*

(
7
9
)

.
2
8
*

(
 
8
6
)

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
S
e
r
i
e
s

P
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t

.
2
3

(
 
6
b
)
-

B
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

P
o
w
e
r
 
C
o
n
t
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t

(
 
8
1
)

.
1
8

(
 
8
2
)

.
4
2
.
k
 
(
1
1
5
)

1
5

(
1
1
0
)

.
3
0
*
 
(
1
2
2
)

.
G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

T
e
s
t

.
3
8
!
,
 
(
2
7
2
)

.
6
9
4
,
 
(
2
9
2
)

A
B
L
E

V
o
c
a
b
u
l
a
r
y

,

.
4
1
*
 
(
3
1
2
)
.

.
.

A
B
L
E

4
,

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

4.

.
2
7
*

(
 
6
9
)

.
3
6
*
 
(
 
6
5
)

-
00

.
(

S3
)

t

6
4
)

(
 
7
0
)

.

,
.
0
7

(
1
9
8
)

.
.
4
9
*
 
(
2
6
5
)

.
2
0
*
 
(
3
0
1
)

.
4
4
*
 
(
2
9
8
)

*
P
 
<
 
.
0
5
.

-



105'

measures, making one wonder about its validity. The Cdneral'Reading

. Test very interestingly correlates signifiCantp with' all scales of .
,

the Adult Basic Learning Examination, viz., .385 .69, .and .49, (Table
o

45), in_our rudidentary stage of ABE research it is reassuring to
.. . .

note that, with the exception of the lea,ingeSeries Blacement test,

1,

$

'there are significant correlations between the other measuLes'of
: , .4; 7

reading. .1,

.4

-
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Student Evaluations

The results from the 7 item Student Evaluation Form for dagh

- t.

the four programs are summarized in Tables 46 through-52. Presedte *i. ..-r-..;-, ---..,..,
. - ....-; =..t .....-. -.......,_. ---z.

,_.

, , a r e t h e relative fKequencies, entered as percentages, with whicti<:7 __ ''':...-

,, . ....

students checked each point on the s:yeral scales. For exampIe.:;t" ''
r+4

, , 1 '
. .

,
, : -,

.

,

. -accordipg to the data in Table 46, 74 percent of 'the 113 SohotO tuclied.'' ,

//
.

, ,/, A"
/,

Programmed Reading for Adults indicated that they 'learned more' ,. .
..." ,

01.
. ...,

/
"because programmed instruction was used in this course.Twety

percent of those 113 students indicated that they believed "it made no

difference," while 6 percent were relatively,negative, indicating that

they had "learned less" because programmed instructiontwas,used in

the course. The resaltS for the,olher thye`prpgrams can be 'similarly,

studied and compared with normative daEa for 33 other programs that

(

have been empirically tested by-McGui gan and Peters (1965), .Relative

to these normative data, the present students thought they learned

more by using programmed instruction, regardless of which:--"test programs

f

they studied. 4
/ . -

/
,, .

.' .-.
...-

.
.

. ..-

There was a teyency,slight though it may be, :for the
.

present
.

studerits to believe. thae they learned much more using programmed
e-

/

instruction than by studying regular textbooks 'ctable 4-7..N In Table
.

6 ,

.-47 there a no eable percentage who appareqtfi bel?eve they learn

,

(i. ' '

much more from lickoksi, asandicated by the pertentages all, exceeding the
/., ; , ;

standard 6f 10 rcent
i
for-that column: However there appears to. be less

t - f,-, it`

.1 ,..

of a, preference,Toi'ilthose who studied the fest'programs 0 take another
t.' 1 ,

(

course using proOpm4led material than for the norm gpoup (Table 44).
.. I,0 ,

The data in Table Windicate that those students'who studied .

,t , t

Programmed Readirig-74 Adult's and Reading Series thought they 71:eathed
. C, t - ,

Iv... .
, 4 ,

yl
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very much" relative to tie norm students, i.e., 17 percent of the

norm students who previously had studied Nrcigrams checked "learned

9
very much" whereas 36 percent and 41 percent checked this category

for Programmed Reading for Adults. and Reading Series; the ratings

are less positive for Building YO4r Language Power (18 percent)

and for BoilditrglReading Power (20 percent). Again, relative to the

norm group, ailcfour programs were evaluated rather positively on an

enjoyment criterion, viz, the percentage checking "very enjoyable"

in Table 50 was noticeably higher for all programs than the standard

of 17 percent., The relatively, sigh value of 10 percent under "very

unenjoyable" 'occurs for Building Your Language Power.

Programmed instruction is sometir Considered to be excessively

repetitious, because repetition is intentionally built into programs.

Nevertheless, the agile programmer can reduce boredom, and the amount

of perceived .Tepetition is an important criterion. The data in Table 51 in-

dicate that all programs more or less approximated,percentages for the

five categories -of the norm group, though Building Your Language Power

had the somewhat high percentage of 14 percent for "much too much"

repetition.

The rating of the written evaluations are overwhelmingly posi-

tive for'all fOur programs '(Table 52).

A summary''of the student reactions is presented in Table 53.

This summary was based on percentage of positive evaluations on\each

item relative thethe norm group. For example, 68 percent of the norm

group cheoked 91 learned more" on the first item (Table 46), whereas

all tour testi rograms had higher Rerdentaqes for that category

(viz., 74 p 90 percent, 88 percent and 85 percent); consequently,

1 1,5
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Table 52. Mean Student Reaction to- the question;- yOur Own'
Words Say What tu Thought of the Program. For Examples, 4,

What Did You Like Abaut the Program? What Did You Dislike
about It? Any Other Thqughts3" (Reaction Was Summarized
as Positive or Negative)

trogram n Positive Negative

'Programmed Reading
for Adults

Building Your

Language Power

PO

83% 17%

31 87% 13%

Reading Series 59 90% 4 10%

4

Building_ Reading
Power 97

o

88% ,=;' 12%

Table 53. Summary of Student Reactions

Program
Table Number

46 47' 48 49* 50* 51 52*

Programmed'Regding
for Adults

Building Your
Language Power

R ading Series

Bu lding Reading
Power

C

4

+

4

s.

4

I
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four pluses are entered in the summary table under Table 46. In
:

evaluating these comparisons, it should be taken into account that

only a minority of the'comparison group consisted of adults, and

I those were typically literate. Consequently these comparisons are

tenuOus,,and again point up the need for basic normative data for

ABE research. Within such limitations, though,, and placing heavy

emphasis on the three most intpntant items (those indicated by

asterisks),,it appears that'ehe students who used,all,four programs

'generally evaluated them on the positive side, relative to the norma-

tive data.

The results of the proctor evaluations of the programs are

summarized in Tables 54 through 60. We can see in Table.54, for
h

instance, thait of 13 proctors who used Programmed Reading for Adults,

11 thought ttiat'the subject matter was academically sound, while two

were_undecided, It is thus apparent that all programs, were considered

generally sound by the proctors and that they generally, considered the

level of the subject matter appropriate for their subjects, though

there is 02mewhat of a tendency for a few to regard each program as

being too easy (Table 55).

ow effectiVe did they consider the programs? Programmed Reading

for Adults, was considered quite effective or equally effective with

othermaterials by the large majority of the proctors who worked with

that program (Table 56). Reading Series was similarly evaluated in

a positive manner. None of the sixteen proctors. who used Building

Reading Power considered it a great deal more ef4ctivethan most

other

?
m terials, though four considered it at'little mare effective.

There is somewhat of a tendency to regard Building Reading Power

0
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Table 54. Proctor Reaction by Program Jo the,Question: "Is the
Subject Matter of the Prograth Acadeiilically found?"

Program N Yes No Undecided'

Programmed Reading
for Adults "=', 13

Building Your
Language Power 8

Reading Series 12 '

Building Reading
Power

11.

1

1

2

0

0

0 2

Table 55. Proctor Reaction by Program to the Questioil: "Was the
Level of the Subject Matter Appropriate fot Your Leartiers?"

Program N Too Difficult, Appropriate ToojEasy

Programmed Reading
for Adults 13 14 9

Building Your
Language Power 7 1 5

Reading Series 12 10

' --:Building Reading

Parer '12 0 10

,` 3

.2

2

"N.

.1

,x
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Table 59. Proctor ReaClion, by Program to the Question:':14Do YodZhin
This Program Sho:uld Be Available for the Use of TeacheLgN,:
throughout the .Country ?" ...A. _-,,

' ',

`
,-,,

Program N Yes No Don't Know

Programmed Reading
11 10 0 1

for Adults

Building Your
Language Power 1 4 ' 2

Reading Series 11 1 0

Building Reading
Power 14 8 1 5

1

Table 60. Summary of Proctor Reactions

an.

Table Number
Program 54* 55 56* 57 573*. 59**

Programmed Reading
for Adults

Building Your
% Language Power

Reading Series

Building Reading
Power

+

.0*

. .
,
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fteOtiveiy, with six proctors registering themselves on the negative

side df the scale.. Building Your Language Power was even mott,'

negatively evaluated on the'average 'with 50 percent of tile eight

proctors regarding it as less effective than othermateriajs and

50 percent as about as effective.

With but two exceptions out of 43, the proctors were over-
.

wherNingly pOsflively inclined to use programmed instruction again

(Table 57). And, as can be observed in Table 58, those who used

1

Programied Reading for Adults, Reading Series, and Building Reading

Power enjoyed using the materials with their students. The obvious

exception is with Building Your Language Power, which was regiAtered

as "unenjoyable" or "very unenjoyable" by 50 percent of the 8.

proctlOy. Their opinion to was that those three Rrograms should

be mdore 'available for the use of teachers throughout the country,

the clear exception being, again, Building Your,Language Power

(Table 59).

These results for proctor evaluations-are summarized in Table 60.

It seems apparent that the proctors, in general, favorab15,evaluated

Programmed Reading for Achats, Reading Series, and Building Reading

Power, but the general reaction to Building Your Language Power.was

netative,

.Study Time
.

i;
Analysis of the-study log sheets allawed.the computation .of mean

4

study time Or;book and per progrlam.
,

.14 Table 61 can be noted the
1 .

tptal study time for each program'and'aisO 6he mean study!time for

each book. Reading Series, which consists of 20 books, had ,phe longest

study time, viz. 78.20 hours, an average: of 3.91 hours :per bdok.

. 125
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Table 61. Average Study Time in Hours per Program Book by Program

\\

Program
Average Book Average Program Number
Time Time Books

Programmqd Reading
for ,Adults- 4. ¢8'

Building Your

Language Power 5.62

Reading Series '3.91

Building Reading
Power 1.06

29.16 6

..:

21:04 4

.

78 Q 20

15:40 15

,

^



126

Error Analysis

t

One of the standard principles of programming is that error, rates

for the frames should be low (the reason being to mqximize reinforte*

ment). 1By ascertaining the error rates for the components sand for the

entire program, a judgment of the quality of those components and of

the entire program can be made. Estimates of the,mean error Cates

were obtained from arandom sub-sample of programs from the entire'

sample of 531. The results are presented for the four programsin

.

\ Tables 62 to 65: For example, according,to the data in Table 62,

the mean error rate for Book 3 for Programmed Reading for Adults'Was

.% perc'Pnt, based on six students. The mean error rate for.all 's,ix

\,.\
, .

bctoty based c:: 20 students was 3.9 percent. A distribution ofJerro

\
rat' for a variety of programs previously evaluated (McGuigan and

Peters, 1965) appears in Figure 2, allowing judgments to be made of

the values Tables 62 through 65 with those of.the distribution.
tL

or instance, the mean error rate of 3.9 percent for Programmed Reading

fexAdults appears to be relatively low suggesting that, by on ,error

fixate 'l Programmed Reading for Addis -Is a successful

S:.
pro ratl Neurthermorc, the mean drror rates are consistently low for

.N:
all books:

.
In corittast

'
the mean total error rate of 19.9 percent for

Building Yout \lg,nguag Power is excessively high, as it is for each

individual book4Table

rate for.ReadimeAkries is

is somewhat nidiv.vie problem

. According to Table 64, the mean error

.percent which, while not excessive,

with particular books, such

as Book 11 with ,hikror rate of 9. ...percent,Book 7 with an error

rate of 10.3 percent;-,and Books 6 and 3with error rates of
,.

. V'
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8.9 percent-4418.1 percent. In any future revision of this program,

efforts should be made to reduce the error rates of these particular

books_

The overall error rate of% 9.7 percent (Table 65) for Building

Reading-Tower is to high, a fact that is borne out by essentially

all of the individual books. (Books CS 2 and CS 4 are notable excep-

tions.)

In conclusion, Programmed Reading for Adults satisfies the mean

error rate criterion, Building Reading Power and Building Your Language

Power do not, and the decision on Reading Series.is borderline.

4,

O

.f. 3

1
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Table 62. Mean Error Rate for Programmed Reading fot Adults

BOok n
Percent
Mean rror

3 6

4 7

5 11

,6 9 3.9
7 14 3.6
8 11 '3-411

Total 20 3.9

Table 63. Mean Error Rate for Building Your Language Power

Percent
Book n Mean Error,

3 10 19.8
4 10 26.8
5 7 19.7
6 I

7 10.7

Total 10 1!.i. 9

I 30
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Table 64. Mean Error Rate for Reading Seiies
4

Book

o

n

Percent
Mean Error

-
' 1 4. 65

2

3

8

4 .

5 . 6

2.3
i"

4 4 5.9

5 6
Cl

. 1

6 6 8.9

7 7 '10 . a
8 7 6.4

9 .5 '5.3

10 8 4.3

11 5 4 9.1

12 6 5.8
13 5 6.7

14 4 6.5

15 ge 3 4.8

16 4 5.9

17 5 7.9

1,8 4 . ° 5.9

19 ,I 3 , 7. 3

20 1 2.8

0 .

.

Total 17 6.6
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0

Table 65. Mean Error Rate for Building Reading Power

Book n
y

0

Percent
Man Error

CC1 20 14.1
CC2 19 10.6
CC3 19 '17.7
CC4 19 10.0
CC5 19 9.6
CC6 19 8.1
CC7 18 7.5
CC8 17 12.F
SA1 14 7:8
SA2 15 8.1
CS1 16 9./
CS2 14 5.7
CS3 15

CS4 15 5.0
CS5 14 12.1

Total- 21 9.7

;'.
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CONCLUSIONS.,.

In Table 66 are summarized the results for all indices for each

program according to whether the evaluation was positive (indicated

by +),or negative (indiclted by a -). The general impression from

'the learning data, the primary criterion, is that none of the programs

were positively evaluated on all measures. Reading Series and

Building Your Language Power failed to lead to a satisfactory amount

learning by all of the indices. There is a suggestion that

Building Reading Power leads to a satisfactory amount of learning by

the content test measure for the high intelligenceStudents only.
Rfi

Similarly
'

the high intglrigence stuA ts on the content tests indi-

cateda satisfactory amount of learning for Programmed Reading for

Adults. The most positive learning indication is for the placement

test criterion for Programmed Reading for Adults. Within these limits,

Programmed Reading for Adults can evidently lead to an adequate amount

of learning.

On the criteria of student evaluations, proctor evaluations, and

error rates, Programmed Reading for Adults may be judged to be a success-

ful program. Building Reading Power was favorably evaluated by both

students and proctors, but it had an excessively high mean error rate.

Similarly, the students and pfoctors favorably evaluated Reading Series,

but portions of this program had error rates that were too high. The

students favorably evaluated BuildinYour Language Power, but the

,

proctors did not, nor did the program have a satisfactory error rate.

Since Building Your Language Power must be negatively evaluated on all

criteria except that for student evalutions, it may be taken as something

of a control or .comparison condition--the suggestion being that the student

evaluation criterion for the Adult Basic Education student is quite uninformative.
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A final, general elusion from this research is to emphasi4e

the need to Avelop-mor46efective reading programs and/or associated

tests of reading pi-oficieb.cy, The reason for including botl7i the

learning materials and the measures;of learning in this statement.is

that, of course, all our conclusiOns about learning effectiveness are

functions of both the prograhis and their tests.

44

)
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)..---DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAMS

4.1,0Y"14

.,
IttArrAeffevt-tqtrSeveral sources ofiriformation were consultee

a

more clearly describe the natdre of the four reaalng

i

programs. Ttle1,

analysis of the qt.)ervable characteristics, details such as.ihe
t

i

length of the preaams in frames, the use of cueing techniques and
..

...f'

the types.of res ses called for were included in the description

to indicate factdirs which may have had an effect on the students' 17

performance, and also to specify more accurately the four treatments

(programs). Critical reviews are also included which describe and

evaluate some of the program characteristics.

The internal characteristics common to all the programs are

/'
discussed below. Some of these factors were used in the selection

procedure and are necessarily common to'all programs.

All of the programs consist of a series of booklets used'in

sequential order after the student begins working with the material.

Each has a teacher's manual with a description of the program, with

each indicating thepfogram can be used with adults, and suggesting

supplementary material and exercises.

r ,
, , \'

The four programs are of the linear-programMed variety, offer
---

----
,----.,-.

---
immediate feedback as to correct or incorrect responses, and have a

1

variety of frame types, cueing techniques, and modes of written

response within each.

. B. Validation of Programs

Several sources were consulted to determine what validation with

adult learners was available for each program. The Civil Service
cr
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6''Clairlara-sSlOn:R;Port
.

(101) li is all four programs and indicates valida-

tion as not available. Also, the checklist evaluations by Otto and

Ford (1966) cover three of the programs used in the fiejd test,
"t.,

'Programmed Reading for Adults by McGraw-Hill, Reading Series by

and Building Your Language Power by Silver-Burdett. question 39

of their checklist
)
"materials have been field-tested 'marked

negatively for these,three.programs.

An effort was made by the Adult Learning Center to obtain data

from the publishers'on field testing and revision with Adult subjects.

No data on validation of the programs with adult learners was avail-
,

able.

C. Description of Contents of Each Program 16

;

a
In this section the programs are described as to their component

parts, length, types of frames and res required, grade level,

teachingteaching,metho and The publisher's descriptions were relied
fr

4 7

C."" on for the basic description and only those components essential to

the basic program are described.

Programmed Reading for Adults, authors - Cyntpia Buchanan and

M. W. Sullivan, published by McGraw-Hill Book Company., Webster

Division, New York, New York.

This program is a series--of,8 consumable booklets with about

700 frames per book. Only Books 3-8 were used in this study--the

eatlier books require much teacher supervision.' This program has a

placement test with items seled/ted from the program. The progrm is

designed to go upto a sixth grade level, with readability from 1.5 -

6.0 (Civil Service Commission Report, 1971).

i 1,
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-4ccording t:o the publisher's catalog information, the student

"will learn spelling, punctuation, gnawer, word building, nuances

4f meaning, and syllabication." After completing Book 8 (the last

book in the program) he will be able to "read for meaning 'any material
Is

written at the fifth grade level." "He will have mastered a vocabulary

,

of some 1,500 words, and be able to generaliz,p to thousands of other

words without memorization of phonics rules." The method of teaching

is described as a "linguistic approach" (1971 Catalog of Instructional

Materials, 1971).

Building Your Language Power, author - Frank C. Lauback, pro-
/

grammed by William C. Wolfe, Jr., published by Silver Burdett

Company'(a division of General Learning Corporation), Morristown, N. J.

The Building Your Languaw-I!ower program consists of a series of

six consumable programmed booklets. For this study only Books 3-6

were used because the books below 3 go to the non- reader level and

require much teacher involvement. No placemeat-teg111Wovided and

the student simply starts in the first book and works sequeitially.

There are between 300-400 frames per book, 'The readability level

established by the Civil Service Commission Report (1971) is from
.

grade 0.0 - .

According to the publishers, this pro teaches "phonetic

spellings, tonciseirules, and printed'and script letters" X p

letter from publisher by' Thomas W. Hendermarh, coordinator of Special

Education Projects, Silver Burdett Company). The Civil Service

Commission Report (1971) lists the purpose of the program as "beginning

steps in reading to a vocabulary of 11300 words."
)

4.4

'mwmp-
11v



148

The teaching method described in the Open Letter is through the

use of familiar-illustrations using phonetic procedures whenever

necessary

Reading Se-rtes, author - M. W. Sullivan, published by Behavioral

Research Laboratories, Palo Alto, California

Reading Series is a series of 20 consumable booklets designed for

grades 0 to 8 with a readability level from d.o -.8.0 (Civil Service

Commission, 1971). A placeTent test is provided which incorporates

selected items from the program Reading Series is the longest program

of the four tested, and there are approximately 600-750 frames per

book. (See Appendix E for a complete list of the booklets and the

number of frames in each.) A necessary component of thisprogram .is a

series of correlated readers which, the student uses after each pro-

grammed text.

The program is described as, "Linguistically structured to

present the student with consistent development of sound and word

recognition. Logical, sequential approach with carefully prepared.

illustrations in both the programiliegts and correlated readers

makes them interesting and appropriate for children, youths, and

adults" (Effective Teadhing with Programmed Instruction, 1970).

The Civil Service Commislion (1971) describes the remediation

provided in Reading Series as comprehension, decoding, and spelling.

Building Reading Power, authors - Joseph Loretan and Shelly

Omens, publiihed by Charles E Merrill Publishing Company, 1300

Alum Creek Drive, Columbu, Ohio'

This program consists of three series of reusable booklets with

15 booklets in There is n- placement test in the program and the

i f 4
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student simply starts in the first book of a series and works

progressively. The booklets are rel3hvely short with approximately

35-50 frames per booklet (see Appendix E for a complete list of the

number of frames per book). The program is designed for grade 4.5 or

higher (Teacher's Manual, 1964, p. 2) and.has a readability level

from 5.0 - 7.4 grade (Civil Service Commission, 1971).

The publishers describe their program as one which "provides a

concentrated remedial reading program, that is self-administering,

self-correcting, and self-regulating" (1971 Catalog, Preschool through

Grade 12, 1971) . The Civil Service Commission (1971) lists specific

areas of remediatiorras word anal

comprehension.

vocabulary improvement, and
.

D. Cueing Techniques

The usual procedure is the use of a variety of cueing techniques

in each program. It is difficult to, separate cues associated with
AO" 4

each frame from the rest of the immediately preceding program for

often even if the student is using the progiam properly and covering

all new answers as he goes, there are still cues and correct responses

which he can use from material which has gone before on each page.

The cueing techniques identified in the programs are listed

below and are typically used in combination.

(1) Context cluei

A. Textual, in which some partial meaning is generally

transmitted through the use of a'sentence.or brief
.

paragraph.

B. Illustrations:where a meaning is transmitted tnrough the

use of a "cartoon" or "picture frame."

?i'
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(2) Partial desired responges where a'single letter or group of

letters blank for each letter and sometime with a separate

-.4)

blank for each word.

E. Modes and Frequency of Responses

Three modes of response fames were identified as applicable to

the programs tested: selection, recall, and practice. A selectian,

type response (multiple choice) is identified as one in which the

student is required to write a word or letter from memory, where the

correct response is not contained in the frame under study.

A practical frame is defined as one in which the student must

merely copy a word or group of,letters. .There is no requirement other'

, than that the student practice writing the response. A fourth type

of frame is identified which requires no response and is labeled as

an information frame.

To obtain a better idea of the use of programming techniques

which Place response - demands do the student, an analysis was done to
.4

determine/the approximate peicent of each-frathe type for each book
-

in the four programs other than the information, no response, frames,

The selection, recall, and practice frames were-counted for each book,

in each program and the pe cqntage of each was calculated. Table A.1

shows a summary of percentage of response frame types for each program.

Tables E. 1, E. 2, E. 3, and E.4 in Appendix.E show the percentage of

frame type for each book used in each:program.

As may be observed from Table A.1, the percentage of tfie responses

called for were primarily in the selection and recall categories for

all programS other than Building Your Language Power.' Building YOur

Language Power utilized extensively practice frame.

140
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Table A.1. Summary Table of Response Frames by Type

Program

Percent Frame Type

Selection 4 Recall Practice

Programmed Reading
for Adults

Building Your
Language Power

Reading Series

Building Reading
Power

64 36 0. ?

17 24 59

44 56 0

51 49

3,
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APPENDIX B

PROCEDURES FOR PROCTORS
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UEF-$Y -STEP ROLE OF PROCTOR

1. Conduct the initial interview (Fcrm During this time and
throughout the testing be alert to eye problemg of the student.

2. Explain the potential value of the course to the student and
demonstrate what programmed instruction is and how it works,
cover slides.

3. If this is a new student, familiaricrhim with the facility and
its purpose, other activities .going on, restrooms, available
refreshments, etc.'

4. Administer ABLE Level II Form A - Vocabulary, Reading /and Spelling
only. If ABLE raw score (number right) in reading is between 23
and 49 inclusive, the student will be in the study. Should the
student score,below or above these levels, he will not be in the
validation study and can be terminated at thistime.

5. Begin a file folder for each student.

6. Assign a student number and determine the program he will be in
by using the Student, Roster (Form 6). If on the Student Roster
the student is, to be placed in a program that falls outside the
range of his ABLE raw score (number right) in reading, move down
the list to the next available program in whichhis score falls.
Skipped programs should be filled by the,firs't available student
who scores within the ABLE range.

7. Administer the General Reading Test.

8. Administer placement test, if any, for the particular program in
which the student is to work and place in the program accordingly
- administer the pretest for the book in-which he is to.begin.*
Refer to the Master Check Sheet for each individualprogram.

9. Instruct the student in the use of the Student Time Card (Form 2)
and follow through each visit to be sure he understands and fills
it out correctly.

10., After-the saident has begun his program, administer Standard
Progressive Matrices (RaventOto

11. At the completion of the program or when this student must leave
the project, andihe has completed 4,,t least one book, administer
tfie posttests for the particular program in which the student
worked. Refer to the Master Check Sheet.

*
Date
Pre Post.1..1

i 4 9
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12. Ask the student to fill out the Student Evaluatioh Sheet (Form 4).
Encourage him to be frank. Explain that he is doing this anony-
mously. You may help the student understand this form.by'explain-
ing, defining words, etc.

13. Re-administer the General Reading Test.

14. Re-administer ABLE Level II Form A.

13. Share with-the student results of his growth as shown by any of
" the posttests.

16. When the student has finished the program and all the forms are
complete, please place them in a-secure file for collection by
an Adult Learning Center representative.

I

I

It

3

ft,
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SUMMARY SHEET OF GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR PROCTORS

1. Kindly familiarize yourself thoroughly with all tests and programs
and procedural forms involved in the study.

32. During the time the student works in this validation programlit
is requested that he work in no other reading program or course.
If it is necessary for his progress that he take another course,
it should be one not specifically designed to teach reading -00:
math preferred.

I. _Please make the student aware that we arP helping hill and he
tin

'turn is helping 41s.

4. Throughout the testing and program study, guide the student in .

procedural matters, but offer NO help where content is concerned.,

5. Regularly keep track of each student's progress on the Master
Check Sheet for ProctOrs. Check each item as completed. ,There
is a different Master Check Sheet for each program.

6. Under no circumstances should students be allowed to remove
p'rogrammed materials from the room Wtere instruction takes place.
A careful time check must_ be\kept on the use of the material
use the Student Time Card. (Forffi 2).

Kindly specify any course now being studied by the student in
adition to the reading program used for this project.' Use the.
Student Course Record (Form 3) to supply this infotmation.

8. At thecompletion-of the program fill out a Proctor Evaluation
"'Sheet (Form 5) for each of the reading_ppgrams.with'which you
worked directly. f)

9. It is most imoortnt that all forms, workbooks and tests bhow
`clearly the student nameand testing site.

' 10. Please do not go over any,of the pretests with the student, ,

because it will affect the student's score on the posttests.

161
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APPENDIX C

RELIABILITY ESTIMATES OF ADULT LEARNING CENTER
CONSTRUCTED TESTS
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Table C. 1. Spearman-Brown'Split ;Half Estimate of Reliability on ALC
Constructed Test's' ';

A.

p

6 .

General Reading
..

,
Building Your Language Power -

.;

7 Content, Book .

Content, Book 4

Content, Book 5

Content, Book 6

.
0

-.888

. 757

.601

. 795

. 333

. 198

Building Reading Po-kder

-

.806

-.: .260
, .

:.-

;'-- .780

..;..- -

4
1 - :610

.

) Content, CC 1 .

Content, CC.-fp:gf;2-"`

Content, CC RV-R.3

Content, CC gook

Content, CC -Book 5

\: ent, CC Book 6

Iantent CC Book 7

f ).%

-!!4oNtent, CC Book 8
%taN\
: <0

nnt, SA Book 1
tiz 1tt

<

Copk SA Book 2

0-40 .
Cont- t.j.,<CS Book 1

Content,,45 Book 2

Content, Cg.took 3

, Content, CS Book 4

Content, CS Book 5.

.-850..

.581

. 930

.930

. 787

.§16

. 773

.148.

. 750

.437

.449

. ,

43
0

0001
0..

91 t

,

1

'23 : II
:. . - t .... 4 c

30' \''.. .... i,...
- ..

17
.. .

,

21
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.
5

11
.

11

12

Numbei ItemS

..

13

10

15

12

15

- t5

5

5 '

13

8 ti.

5

5a

_38

37

36

25
.

22

42

39

31

34

23

29

30

29

28

24:

24

24'

24
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23:
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APPENDIX D
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PROCEDURE FOR ADMINISTRATION AND ANALYSIS OF
THE SLOSSON ORAL READING TEST AND

INDIVIDUAL READING PLACEMENT INVENTORY

0

1.

I 1

41

...



165

Administration

The procedure for administering the SORT required that the '4

student read as fai: as possible through 9 lists of words with 20

words per .list graded in difficulty. After being informed that the

tape recorder was running, the stutlent began reading the words

consecutively, stopping when he reached the list where he could not

read any of the words.

The procedure for the administration of the IRPI was much the

same. The student began reading the six paragraph cards and continued

reading until he could not make out any of the words.

For all recordings the student and proctor sat togethe--the

proctor placed the SORT word list sheet and the IRPI paragraph cards

one by one in front of the student. The same procedure was used for

both pre- and posttesting. The SORT and IRPI were administered in

the same session.

Analysis

The magnetic tapes were sent to Dr. Edwin H, Smith of Florida

State Univers-ity for analysis. The standard analysis procedures for

the SORT are simple tabulations as follows

The total number of correct words pronounced were counted in all

of the lists and this total divided by two equals the grade level.

For example; tf a student wac able to read 164 words correctly out of

200 words on the test, his grade level would be 164 2 = 32 or 8.2

grade level, 8th year, 2nd mont.IL

The mean grade levels for the students in each program were

calculated, for both the pre-and posttests, gain; percentage

gain and G. Maximum Possible Score - 10,0 grade.

ebU
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The analysis for the IRPI is divided inta.two parts. First, on

both pre- and posttests the total number of words read up to and not

including the point where the student makes 10 oral errors on one card

were counted. The 10 error point is called "the frustration level,"

and the expected effect would be that a good reading program should

move the student's frustrtion level up, i.e., he would read more words

before he made the 10 errors. The results are shown in the tables for

the students in the four programs, in the rows labeled IRPI.

Oral errors were also counted up to the frustration. level under

the following 14 different dategories:

repetitions

omissi ns

additi

reversals

mispronunciations

gross

wrong beginnings

wrong middle

wrong ending

wrong several parts

words aided

self-corrections

word endings (tense-plural)

omit

add

alter

IOU
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The ;1247a1 errors in all categories were summed for each student
44-

for both the pre- and posttest. A decrease in the mean number of oral

errors would'be expected if the programs increase overt reading per-

formance.

6
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APPENDIX E

I

PERiENTAGE OF RESPONSE TYPES FOR THE. BOOKS

USED IN EACH OF THE FOUR PROGRAMMED PACKAGES

4
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Table E. I: 'Response-Frame Types by Book for'Programmed Reading for
Adults

Peroent Frame Type Cases
Book- Selection Recall Practice Sampled

3

'4'

88

90 .

12

10

,0

0

.. 753

706

5 70 30. 0 663

6 52 48 0 819

7 44 56 0 878

8 58 62 0 824
(

TOTAL / 64 36 O. 4643

Table E..2. Response-Frame Types by Book'for Building Your Language Power

Book, Selection
Percent Frame Type

ixectice
Cases

,SampledRecall

3 25 22 53 426

4 12 24 64 244

5 17 26 57 , 267

6 13 24 63 244

TOTAL . 17 24 \59 1181

k
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I

Table E. 3. Response-Frame Types by Book for Reading Series

Percent Frame. Type Cases
Book , Selection Re call Practice Sampled

1 4;

2 47

3 6.3

4 34

5 22

6 28

7 39

.

8 43

9 30

10 38

11 45

12 59. $
,

13 . 69

14 61

1 q 43 ,57......

16 44

17 45

' 18 45

19 48 52

20 51

TOTAL 44 '''

53

53

57

66

78

0

0

0

0

0

0-

672

574

598

634

610

594

672

704

0 706

62 0 722

55 0 - 728

41 I 0 734

31 0 736

39 0 736r-, --
0 736

56 0 736

55 0 736

55. 0 736

. 0 736
-...

49 0 736

56 0 13,100

N Ud
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Table E.4. Response-Frame Types by Book for Building Reading Power

BoOk Selection
Percent Frame Type

Practice
Cases

SampledRecall

CC-1 , 59 41 37

CC-Z ° 43 57 37

CC-3 46 54 ,35

CC-4 6$ 30 2 . 41

CC-5 57 43 42

CC-6 44 5i, 2 54

CC- 7 47 53 45

CC-8 71 4, 29 41

SA-1 30 70 43

SA-2 44 56 36

CS,-1 68 32
9. 37

CS-2 48 -..2.52 42

CS-3 65 . 35 43

CS-4 43 57 -42

CS-5 32 68 37

TOTAL 51 49 612

161
A


